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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Overview
For several decades, economists, general management
theorists, operations researchers, and others have attempted
to model organizational effectiveness (Cummings, 1981). 1In
the 1980s, organizational effectiveness is still a funda-
mental management issue: Albanese (1981) calls it "the
bottom line, . . . the reason for managerial work.”

When these studies are compared, one fact remains
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what 1s organizational effectiveness and how can an organi-
zation increase its effectiveness?

There is no doubt that some groups are more effec-
tive than others. The problem is how to measure the effec-
tiveness of a group, and how the measurements of different
groups or the same group, taken at different times, can be
compared. An even more basic question must be answered
before these questions may be addressed: which characteris-

tics or criteria actually define organizational effective-

ness (Albanese, 1981)7?




Both organizational theorists and managers agree
that an organization should be and must be effective. But
beyond this simple statement, disagreement arises between
researchers, between researchers and managers, and between
practicing managers themselves about what effectiveness is
and how to evaluate it. The definition and evaluation of
effectiveness remain controversial and ill-defined at best.
Even though ill-defined, it is against this concept that
an organization's success is evaluated. Therefore, any
attempts to improve a unit's effectiveness may be doomed
to frustration and failure unless the manager has an under-
standing of the concept of organizational effectiveness and
how it is to be defined. This concept must be based upon
an understanding of who is making the assessment and the

basis upon which that assessment is made.

Air Force Civil Engineering Managenent

Major General Clifton D. Wright, Jr., Director of
Engineering and Services, USAF, states:

Our course for the future must simply be to continue to
grow, again not in quantity but in quality. Since

base level activities are where we ultimately make or
break our mark, it is at base level that we must ensure
our people have the resources; emplov the most effi-
cient management techniques; and are trained and moti-
vated to do their jobs. (Wright, 1982)

It is in this context that organizational effec-
tiveness becomes so important for Air Force managers in

general and for base level civil engineering organizations




in particular. Because of limited resources and the con-

tinuing call to "do more with less," the more effective an
organization 1is, the greater its ability will be to func-
tion in today's environment. Steers (1976) has referred
to this pursuit of organizational effectiveness as the
basic responsibility of management. Thus, a primary task
of all managers must be to develop the strategies and man-
agement styles that promote organizational effectiveness
(Davis & Dotson, 1981).

With regard to management, Air Force (AF) units
are similar to civilian organizations. That is, they
require leadership and management of their resources.
Hence, regardless of the size of the particular organiza-
tion, it is a basic responsibility of all AF managers to
pursue organizational effectiveness within their units.
Base level civil engineering (CE) organizations are no
exception.

Base civil engineering organizations are mainte-
nance, repair, and minor construction organizations located
on most operational installations. Their primary mission
is "to acquire, construct, maintain and operate real
property facilities, and to provide related management,
engineering, support, and service" (AFR 85-.0, 1975, p. 2).
They are generally the largest service organization on an
AF base and, according to Burgess (1978), frequently spend

40 to 60 percent of the base's total operations and

S




maintenance budget. As such, they are most prone to criti-
cisms of ineffectiveness and inefficiency (Burgess, 1978).
Their goal is
to provide an operational installation capable of sup-
porting the mission, including the development and
implementation of programs designed to improve the
livability of the base community. (AFR 85-1, 1982,
p. 9) Q

In short, every civil engineering organization is
a nonprofit organization whose primary mission is service.
Civil engineering organizational functions include:

1. Management of Air Force real estate,

2. Planning and programming facility requirements;,

3. Utility scrvices,

4. Maintenance and repair of structures and
equipment,

5. Engineering and construction.

6. Fabrication, minor construction, maintenance,
and repair of training aids,

7. Planning, scheduling, and performing custodial
services, snow removal, refuse collection and disposal,
entomology, and other services.,

8. Fire protection:

9. Family housing management.

Family housing units, office buildings, roads,
heating, air conditioning, water treatment, and fire pro-

tection are all provided and maintained by civil engineer-

ing. As a result, everyone who lives, works, or visits on




a base 1is exposed to some aspect of civil engineering's
responsibility. '"No other base organization directly
affects the living envi;onment of every person on a base

as does the BCE organization" (AFR 85-1, 1982, p. 9).

Those who live on, work on, or visit.a base often evaluate
the effectiveness of the civil engineering organization
based upon this exposure and their own definition of effec-
tiveness. This "environment" motivates many civil engi-
neering managers (especially the base civil engineer [BCE])
to continually emphasize improved effectiveness within his/
her organization.

Since civil engineering efforts are so visible to
base personnel, civil engineering personnel are in the posi-
tion of trying to get the job done to evervone's satistac-
tion (AFR 85-1, 1982). Many people and organizations con-
tinually evaluate civil engineering's performance on those
aspects in which the users have direct invelvement. With
such a diverse group of evaluators, it is possible that a
wide range of organizational effectiveness criteria or char-
acteristics may be found to define civil engineering organi-
zational effectiveness. Among base personnel, those most
directly concerned with evaluating the effectiveness of the
civil engineering organization and whose evaluations have
the most influence on organizational objectives and
behavior are the base civil engineer (BCE), the base com-

mander, and the wing commander.




Statement of the Problem

In order to improve his/her unit's effectiveness,
the BCE should have an understanding of organizational

effectiveness. That is, he/she must have an operational

definition of organizational effectiveness. Although many
| official visitors (e.g., higher headquarters, Inspector
General ([IG], MAJCOM Civil Engineering and Services Manage-
] ment Assistance Team [CESMAT], Air Force Civil Engineering
and Services Management Evaluation Team [CESMET)) evaluate
the BCE's organizational effectiveness, no one set of cri-
teria is used to make this evaluation. As a result, the
BCE is pulled between satisfying the different criteria of
these evaluators and the criteria used by senior commanders
on base. Base and wing commanders evaluate the effective-
ness of the BCE, at least in part, upon the effectiveness
of the civil engineering organization. Because the evalua-
tions by the base and wing commanders directly affect the
d BCE's support, retention, and promotion opportunities,
these commanders' perceptions of what defines organiza-
tional effectiveness are of prime importance to the BCE.
The Air Staff, in thisyear's (1982) research pro-
posals to the Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT),
suggested that the BCE needs a tool or technigque for deter-
mining his/her unit's effectiveness. This tool should com-
bine the varied demands and perspectives of the diverse

group of evaluators into a single set of criteria from




which the BCE can make responsible decisions that will have

a probabilistic result of improving his/her unit's effec-

tiveness.

Objectives of the Research

The objective of this research was to develop an
organizakional effectiveness model for base level civil
engineering units from the viewpoint of wing, base, and
civil engineering squadron commanders. The approach to
this study was to investigate past literature and mocdeling
techniques previously used in organizational effectiveness.
It was the authors' intent to develop a survey that would
determine the criteria necessary for defining organizational
effectiveness within civil engineering units and to use
these criteria to develop a model to define organizational
effectiveness. It is the authors' desire that the BCE will
ultimately be able to use this model to identify areas
within his/her organization that may be improved, thereby

increasing organizational effectiveness.

Rescarch Questions

To answer the research objectives, the following
three research questions were established:

1. What criteria (characteristics or traits)
define organizational effectiveness within base level civil

engineering organizations?




2. How can these criteria be incorporated into an
overall model to define organizational effectiveness within
base level civil engineering organizations?

3. How do these criteria differ among

(a) commanders
(b) commands

(c) bases grouped by size?

Scope and Limitations of Study

As discussed in Chapters II and III, the scope of
this study is limited to:

1. Civil engineering units within the continental
United States (CONUS) in a peacetime environment;

2. The perceptions of wing commanders, base com-
manders, and base civil engineers:;

3. The perceptions of only the host wing com-
mander, although some installations support more than one
wing and thereby have more than one wing commander;

4. Defining the criteria or areas of importance,
not how to measure the criteria. Conseguently, this
research effort is only the first stage in the overall
response to the Air Staff's request (1982). As the research
literature will point out, the first stage in developing an
effectiveness model is to identify the criteria which define
effectiveness. This is the purpose of this research.

(Follow-on research, in stage 2, will be regquired to develop




measurements for these criteria. The third stage of this
combined effert will involve the validation and application

of the model developed in stages 1 and 2.)

Assumptions

This research effort is based upon the following
assumptions:

1. The effectiveness ratings of wing commanders
and base commanders are of primary significance to base
civil engineers.

2. The effectiveness ratings of wing and base
commanders are based i1n part upon the service the BCE pro-
vides to its individual customers.

3. Overseas BCE organizations are more concerned
about wartime readiness than are units located in the CONUS.

4., Commander's responses to the guestionnaire will
be dependent upon base size, the presence of a major air
command or numbered air force headgquarters on the base, the
position of the commander in the civil engineering chain of
command, and the specific host command responsible for the
base or installation.

5. The criteria considered to be most important
in defining organizational effectiveness for civil engineer-
ing squadrons will be dependent upon the respondent's per-

ceived level of the unit's organizational effectiveness.

DO




Definitions and Acronvms

1. AFLC--Air Force Logistics Command
2. AFSC--Air Force Systems Command
3. ATC--Air Training Command

4. Base Civil Engineer (BCE)--the military squacd-

ron commander of the base civil engineering group, squadron,
or flight.

5. Base Commander--the military commander of the

combat support or air base group, the commander responsible
for the day-to-day operation of the base support functions
and facilities.

6. CESMAT--major air command Civil Engineering
and Services Management Assistance Team--a team of civil
engineering and services personnel located at each major
air command designed to periodically visit bases within
that command and assist civil engineering and services per-
sonnel in solving management problems.

7. CESMET~-Air Force Civil Engineering and Ser-
vices Management Evaluation Team--a team of civil engineer-
ing and services personnel located at Headquarters USAF,
Washington, D.C. Their purpose is similar to that of the
major air command CESMAT teams; however, they visit all
bases within the Air Force.

8. MAC--Military Airlift Command

9: | @JT-—on=~the=job training

10. SAC--Strategic Air Command

10




i 11. TAC--Tactical Air Command

12. Wing Commander--the military commander respon-

sible for all functions, such as flying, training, and main-

T

| tenance on an AF installation.
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CHAPTER 1II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

This chapter provides a review of the theory of
organizational effectiveness. 1t describes organizational
effectiveness and suggests ways it may be defined within
an organization. Various models used by researchers to
assess organizational effectiveness are alsc described.
The authors suggest that the technique for determining a
unit's organizational effectiveness will be dependent, 1in
part, upon who is making the assessment and upon their

definition of organizational effectiveness.

Nonprofit Organizations

As the following review cf the literature will
indicate, measuring organizational effectiveness is a com-
plex task at best. When the organization under discussion
is a nonprofit organization, the analysis is even more
complex because nonprofit organizations lack some of the
more easily measured indices of effectiveness. Since the
Air Force, and thus Air Force civil engineering organiza-
tions, is a nonprofit organization, a brief review of the

special characteristics of this category is a necessary

152




introduction to the more general literature on measuring
organizational effectiveness.

"A nonprofit organization is an organization whose
_goal is something other than earning a profit for its

owners" (Anthony & Herzlinger, 1980, p. 31). Thus, for non-

profit organizations such as the Air Force, the difference
between outputs and inputs is not an effective measure of
how well the organization achieves its goals. The goal of

a nonprofit organization is to render as much service as
possible with the given resources, or to use as few
resources as possible in rendering the necessary amount of
service. Thus, in nonprofit organizations, decisions made
by management are intended to result in providing the best
possible service with the availlable resources. Success is
measured primarily by how much service the organization pro-
vides and by how well those services are rendered (Anthony &
Herzlinger, 1980).

Since service 1is a more vague, less measurable
concept than profit, it is difficult to measure performance
in a nonprofit organization. In addition, it is difficult
to measure the relationship between costs and benefits in
a nonprofit service organization. Nevertheless, despite
these difficulties, even nonprofit organizations must be
controlled. Management must assure that resources are
used efficiently and effectively. The management control

process is affected by certain characteristics of nonprofit

53
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organizations. These characteristics may be grouped under
the following general headings (Anthony & Herzlinger, 1980):

1. The absence of a profit measure to provide a
focus for decision making.

2. The tendency to be service organizations.

3. Constraints on goals and strategies. Nonprofit
organizations have much less freedom of choice and tend to
change strategies slowly if at all.

4. Less dependence on clients for financial sup-
port. There is no direct connection between services
received and resources provided.

5. The dominance of professionals. Professionals
are motivated by dual standards: (a) those of their organi-
zations and (b) those of their professional colleagues.

The former standards are related to organizational objec-
tives; the latter may be inconsistent with organizational
objectives.

6. Differences in governance. The course of
action that best represents the public interest in nonprofit
organizations is much more difficult to decide than the
course of acticn that is most likely to increase profits
in a profit-oriented company.

7. Differences in top management. In most busi-
ness organizations there is no doubt that the chief execu-

tive officer has responsibility for everything, but in some

14




nonprofit organizations the chief executive officer does
not have such overall responsibility.

8. Importance of political influences.

9. A traditioﬁ of inadegquate management controls.
Nonprofit organizations have been slow to adopt twentieth-
century acc 1ting and management control concepts and
practices.

Of these characteristics, the absence of a profit
measure is the most important. All organizations use
resources to produce goods and/or services (i.e., they use
inputs to produce outputs). An organization's effective-
ness can be measured by the extent to which 1ts outputs
accomplish its goals (Anthony & Herzlinger, 1980). In most
common usage, effectiveness refers to the degree of congru-
ence between organizatiocnal geoals and observable outcomes.
In this sense, effectiveness is well defined only if both
goals and outcomes are well defined and the comparison of
the two is meaningful (Hannan & Freeman, 1977).

In a profit-oriented organization, the amount of
profit provides an overall measure of both effectiveness
and efficiency. However, in many nonprofit organizations,
outputs cannot be measured in quantitative terms. Further-
more, many nonprofit organizations have multiple objectives,
and it is difficult, if not infeasible, to combine the mea-
sures of the several outputs--each of which is intended to

accomplish one of those objectives--into a single number

15




that measures the overall effectiveness of the organiza-
tion. The absence of a satisfactory, single, overall mea-
sure of performance comparable to the profit measure is
the most serious management control problem in a nonprofit

organization (Anthony & Herzlinger, 1980).

Definition of Organizational Effectiveness

While most organizational analysts agree that the
pursuit of effectiveness is a basic managerial respon-
sibility, there is a notable lack of consensus on what
the concept itself means. (Steers, 1976, p. 50)

The term "organizational effectiveness" has been used in a
variety of contexts. A financial analyst would equate
organizational effectiveness with high profits or return on
investment; a line manager by the amount and quality of
goods or services gererated; and a research and development
scilentist by the number of new patents, new inventions, or
new products developed by the organization. These defini-
tions are too situation-specific and value-laden to be of
much use. Many organizations are unique and pursue diver-
gent goals (Steers, 1976).

One approach to this problem would be to define
organizational effectiveness in general terms of an organi-
zation's ability to acquire and efficiently use available
resources to achieve its goals. Inherent in this defini-
tion is the notion that effectiveness is best judged against

an organization's ability to compete in a turbulent environ-

ment and successfully acquire and use its resources. Such
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a definition focuses on operative goals as opposed to offi-

cial goals. It seems more appropriate to assess the level
of effectiveness against the intended objectives of the
organization rather than against a list of objectives meant
principally for public approval. Thus, an organization is
best judged against those goals it actually intends to
pursue (Steers, 1976).

Another approach would be to think of organizational
effectiveness as an abstract entity which has no single,
direct operational definition but which describes an atti-
tude or theory of what organizational effectiveness is.

The function of the model would be to identify the kinds of
variables to measure and to specify how these variables, or
components of effectiveness, are or should be interrelated
{Campbell, 1981). It was this approach the authors pursued

in this research effort.

Criteria of Effectiveness

As the above definitions indicate, organizational
effectiveness is not a physical characteristic measurable
by the direct reflection of any single attribute. This
does not mean that organization effectiveness cannot or
should not be measured, but tha} some indirect measure must
be developed to reflect organizational effectiveness.

The lack of good criteria or measures proves there

are no simple formulas for overcoming the problems




associated with assessing cffectiveness. However, accord-
ing to Cameron (1980), one useful strategy is to restrict
the concept of organizationa; effectiveness to a specific
referent of a limited aspect of the organization. This can
be done by focusing on certain critical a priori choices
that help give the concept of organizational effectiveness
some meaning in each evaluation. That is, certain critical
choices should guide the assessment of the organization--
an assessment that will provide a basis for selecting

among certain inevitable tradeoffs (Cameron, 1980). But

It

the selection of criteria to assess an organization's
cffectiveness means relatively little until decisions for
which these criteria are to be used are defined and the
ecconomic and political conditions in which the organization
must operate are taken into account. There are at least
three kinds of decisions for which organizational criterion
data could be used (Campbell, 1981}):

1. Discussions about whether some aspect of a sys-
tem is in a good state or a bad state. Turnover rates could
be an indicator of this aspect of the system; frequency of
racial incidents could be another; and customer satisfac-
tion yet another.

2. Diagnoses or decisions about why the system is

in the state that it is. For example, what causes the high

turnover rates, why are there so many racial incidents, and
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why are customers dissatisfied with the services provided

to them?

3. Planning decisions about what actions should be
taken to change the state of the system. That is, what
should be done to lower turnover rates, the frequency of
racial incidents, or to improve customer satisfaction?

Frequently, there can be no perfect effectiveness
evaluation; however, evaluations can be improved by address-
ing six critical guestions: (1) what domain of activity
should be the focus of the evaluation, (2) whose perspec-
tive, or which constituency's point of view should be con-
sidered, (3) what level of analysis should ke used, (4) what
time frame should be employed, (5) what type of data should
be used, and (6) what referent should be employed (Camercn,
1980)? The following discussion will address each of these

questions.

Question 1. What domain of activity should be the
focus of the evaluation?

Most organizations operate in a variety of domains
or areas of concern. A university, for example, may have
the following domains of activity: (1) an academic domain
emphasizing teaching, research, and professicnal develop-
ment, (2) an external adaptation domain emphasizing com-
munity service and career-oriented training, (3) an extra-

curricular domain emphasizing the personal, social, and
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physical development of students, and (4) a morale domain
emphasizing the satisfaction and morale of students.

-A business, on the other hand, may operate 1in other
domains of activity. For example, it may be concerned with
(1) the customer satisfaction domain emphasizing service
and concern for customer complaints, (2) an external “adapta-
tion domain emphasizing community involvement by its
employees, (3) an employee relations domain emphasizing con-
cern for employee health, morale, and satisfaction, and
(4) a product quality domain emphasizing reliability and
gquality control in the production of their product or ser-
vice.

The importance and relevance of particular domains
of activity change as organizations progress through their
life cycles. Cameron's (1980, 1981) research on organiza-
tional development has shown that individually oriented
domains and activities focused on input acgquisition are most
important in early stages of organizational development and
in times of high uncertainty and change. Domains focusing
on organizational/environment relations and the production
of organizational outputs are most important at latter
stages in the life cycle when the organization has become
institutionalized and bureaucratic.

Cameron (1980) found that different organizations
emphasize and succeed in different domains, and over a

period of time any single organization may change the
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domain(s) it emphasizes. In evaluating organizational

effectiveness, the selection of the domain(s) of activity
is very important.

Alr Force civil engineering (CE) organizations are
institutionalized and bureaucratic organizations accomplish-
ing their missions by following regulations and directives
established by higher headquarters. Thus CE's domain of
activity emphasizes its organizational/environmental rela-

tions and the production of organizational output.

Question 2. Whose perspective, or which constitu-
ency's point of view should be considered?

Effectiveness evaluations always reflect the values
of some major constituency. That is, the criteria used for
the evaluation of organizational effectiveness are derived
from one particular point of view or perspective. Increas-
ing organizational effectiveness from one constituency's
perspective may result in lowering effectiveness from
another constituency's perspective. Organizations seldom,
if ever, satisfy all strategic constituencies, and certain
constituency viewpoints become more influential than others.

In the Air Force, wing commanders and base com-
manders, due to their position of rank over the BCE, may
have tremendous impact on the evaluation of organizational
effectiveness of CE units under their command. Whether they

agree or disagree with each other's assessment, the
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perspective to be used must be addressed prior to any

evaluation. Selecting indicators from one powerful con-
stituency's perspective or selecting more general indi-
cators addressing multiple constituencies’ perspectives
requires conscious tradeoffs when evaluating organizational

effectiveness.

Question 3. What level of analysis should be used?

This question refers to the level of aggregation
to be used in the evaluation. There are at least three
broad levels that can be considered in evaluating organiza-
tions: that of individual members, that of groups or sub-
units, or that of the overall organization as a unit. 1In
the Air Force, for example, the evaluation of a CE unit may
be assessed at the sguadron level (entire CE organization),
the branch or shop level (engineering branch, operations
branch, heating shop),or the individual worker level.

Research by Hannan and his associates (as reported
by Cameron [1980]) points out that organizational failure
frequently results from focusing on the wrong level for
analysis. Therefore, the evaluator should carefully select
the appropriate level of analysis, depending upon the
domain and constituency, even though some levels are more

difficult to assess than others.
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Question 4. What time frame should be emploved?

The time frame 1s .mportant because long-term effec-
tiveness may be incompatible with short-term effectiveness.
Organizations may want to trade off short-term effective-
ness to guarantee long-term effectiveness. The connec-
tions between short-term and long-term effectiventss are
frequently ambiguous. Therefore, evaluators of organiza-
tional effectiveness should be sensitive to the tradeoffs
inherent in the choice of time frame. Because of the AF
assignment structure, BCEs, base commanders, and wing com-
mancers frequently move to new assignments. The result is
a variety of managers with potentially different organiza-
tional effectiveness concepts in a relatively short time
frame. This type of diverse organizational structure may
result in commanders emphasizing short-term effectiveness
more than long-term effectiveness when evaluating civil

engineering units.

Question 5. What type of data should be used?
Another choice faced by evaluators of organizational
effectiveness is whether to use information collected by
the organization and stored in official documents, or
whether to rely on perceptions of members or organizational
constituencies. This 1s a choice between using objective
data or subjective, perceptual data to assess effectiveness.

Objective data have the advantages of being quantifiable
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and less potentially biased than individual perceptions.

On the other hand, objective data are frequently kept onlvy
on official criteria of effectiveness. This may make them
narro- in scope. The advantage of subjective or perceptual
data 1is that a broader set of criteria may be assessed from
a wider variety of perceptions. The disadvantages, however,
are that respondents' biases, dishonesty, or lack of infor-
mation may degrade the reliability and validity of the data.
The selection of the type of data to be used is important
because an organization may be judged to be effective on
the basis of subjective perceptions even thouch objective
data indicate that the organization is ineffective--or vice

versa.

Question 6. What referent should be employed?

Once effectiveness indicators have been selected,
there are a variety of possible referents against which to
judge those indicators. Five alternatives are comparative
evaluation, normative evaluation, goal-centered evaluation,
improvement evaluation, and trait evaluation. Comparative
evaluation compares one organization's performance against
another organization's performance. Normative evaluation
compares the organization's performance against a standard
or an ideal performance. Goal-centered evaluation compares
organizational performance against the stated goal of the

organization. Improvement evaluation compares the
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organization's performance against its own past performance

on the same indicators. Trait evaluation evaluates an
organization on the basis of the static characteristics
independent of its performance on certain indicators.
Goal-centered, comparative, and normative referents
may be difficult to evaluate in what Cameron (1980) calls
organized anarchies, that is, loosely coupled organizations
that operate in multiple domains. In organized anarchies,
goals are multiple, contradictory, changing, and ambiguous;
ideal standards are difficult to f£ind; and there may not be
any meaningful indicators common to the organizations to be
compared. Trait evaluation requires that the actual charac-
teristics of effective organizations be described, with the
emphasis on organizational traits rather than on organiza-
tional behaviors. The advantage of this approach is that
less biased perceptions are present than in other evalua-
tions; however, this approach may lead to a variety of cri-
teria and a very complex analysis. In summary, it is impor-
tant that evaluators select the appropriate referent against
which to compare effectiveness criteria (Cameron, 1980).
Once these questions have been addressed to guide
the assessment of an organization, a decision must be made
as to what criteria are necessary to operationally define
the effectiveness of that organization. Unfortunately,
there is no universally accepted set of criteria for assess-

ing organizational effectiveness (Steers, 1976). However,
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it is generally agreed that organizational effectiveness
is a combination of several, individually assessible fac-
tors and must be evaluated using these multiple criteria
(Cameron, 1981; Connolly, Conlon, & Deutsch, 1980;
Cunningham, 1977; Steers, 1976).

The information provided in Table 2.1 illustrates
this point. Table 2.1 identifies criterion measures used
by four researchers in assessing organizational effective-
ness. Cameron (1981) used the fifty-eight criterion mea-
sures identified in an analysis of colleges and universi-
ties; Campbell (1981l) identified thirty in his review of
past literature; Burgess (1978) used twenty-four in his
analysis of BCE organizations; and Hendrix (1979) used
three in the development of the Organizational Assessment
Package (OAP) now used by the Air Force Leadership and Man-

agement Development Center (LMDC).

Modeling Theory and Applications

Combining the measurement of several separate cri-
teria to obtain an overall condition from a wide range of
reporting units suggests that the use of modeling theory
may be appropriate (Bross, 1957). However, the widespread
application and misapplication of modeling during the past
eight to ten years has caused many managers to be leery of
using this technique or accepting its results (Albanese,

1981). It is a topic worthy of review in this investigation.
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Texts on modeling (Ancderson, Sweeney, & Williams,
1982; Bross, 1957) frequently begin by describing models as
either iconic, analog, or mathematical (symbolic). Iconic
and analog models are physical representations of their
real-world counterparts. On the other hand, mathematical
models represent the relationships between factors by using
symbols and mathematical operands. All three types of
models try to represent the real-world environment.

A mathematical model can frequently be used to
represent or duplicate conditions in the real-world situa-
tion. For example, economic order guantity models have
been used for several years to assist managers in deter-
mining production schedules, storage reguirements, order
quantities, and ordering frequencies. While in one sense
these models are the most abstract and distant from the real
world, they can be made as complicated as necessary to
achieve realism. They parallel the real world to the extent
that the model builder is willing or able to add the neces-
sary constraints to make them do so. Mathematical models
have somedistinct advantages and disadvantages to other
procedures for measuring organizational effectiveness.

The requirement to construct a model causes the
model builder to logically think through the process he is
attempting to model. This may force him/her to consider
relevant characteristics that may have been otherwise over-

looked. However, there are two distinct disadvantages of

30




models which must be considered. First is the conception
phenomenon. This is the feeling of the builder that the
model must be useful and workable because he created it.
At least in the initial stages, this is a good attitude
for the researcher to ﬁave, for it frequently provides the
only drive available to continue with the task. Yet, 1if
carried too far, such an attitude can halt further advance-
ment (Bross, 1957).
Even more potentially disastrous are the effects

of the abstraction phenomena. Since models are inherently
simplifications of the real world, model builders must exer-
cise extreme care not to oversimplify their models. They
must strike a delicate balance between creating a model

that 1is neither so simple nor so complicated that it is use-
less to the practical manager {Bross, 18957).

Several different approaches have been suggested

for modeling organizational effectiveness. The decision of
which approach to use should be based on which approach
satisfies the user's requirements and has been accepted as
valid in previous efforts (Campbell, 1981). Five approaches
have received particular attention. These approaches are
(1) goal models, (2) resource models, (3) process models,

{(4) satisfaction models, and (5} contingency models (Cameron,

1981).




Goal Models

The first approach is the goal model. It suggests
that effectiveness is measured by the extent to which an
organization achieves its goals. t least four problems are
apparent with this approach. The first problem involves
stated versus operational goals. An organization whose
stated goal is to provide the best possible customer service
must operationally define this goal and may find itself
striving to achieve such operatiocnal goals as ten customers
served per hour or no more than three complaints per week
rather than the stated goal of providing the best possible
customer service. A second problem is that an organization
may be effective in an area where it has no stated goals.
Such a situation occurred with the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA) in the 1960s. Although NASA's
early efforts in space exploration were not totally success-
ful, NASA was effective in developing the miniature cir-
cuitry industry. Third, organizations with low goals may
easily achieve them, yet these organizations could hardly
be considered as effective as other organizations whose
goals were more difficult and which, as a result, did not
completely achieve them. The fourth problem, readily appar-
ent with the goal-centered process, is that some organiza-
tions may have conflicting goals, and will be unable to
completely achieve all {(or any) of them. Such a condition

could occur with a manufacturing organization that has goals
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of increased productivity, increased job satisfaction, and
limited funds for capital expansion. Increased produc-
tivity, in the short run, might be achieved at the expense
of job satisfaction by asking employees to work harder,
faster, or longer for no additional pav. This request
would most certainly be counter to the goal of increased

job satisfaction.

Resource Models

The second approach is the system resource model
(Cameron, 1981). This model measures effectiveness as a
function of the organization's ability to obtain the
resources required for its continued functioning. However,
in nonprofit organizations, obtaining inputs may not be
closely tied to producing<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>